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. 8 . -  - 
cla@Lfy the parties' understanding of the purpose and scope of t h e  

c 0 . g ' ~  stay order dated December 1, 1998: 

 IT rs ORDERED: 
1 

1. The December f s t a y  deals solely with the insufficiency of 
3 

notice of the  proposed December 3 hearing before the 
. { :  

tion Commission. 

2, The notice period of four bus-ness days as provided by the 

.(;brporation C d s s i o n ' s  Procedural Order of November 25 is unduly 

r e s t r i c t i v e  and violates constitutional due process rights of 

shctx lc  cwtanen as  asserted by the AttGrney General. 
/ .  11 

1. 3. The stay order does not prevent the establishment of a new 

hasting data before the  Corporation Commission, either by mutual 

4 ~ W h n t  of the parties or by order of the Commission, subject t o  

reasanrblrt notice. However, the parties are entitled to a reasonable 

and 8daq~ate period of time in which to  gather, evaluate, and 

prrrgrfi sOidence for presentation a t  thr Ccmmission hearing. 

1. The court does not pass judgment i n  t h i s  proceeding on the 

w i t s  OX the substance of the proposed settlement agreements with 

, A?!P.zma Public Sexvice Company and Tucson Electric Powex Company. 

DATED t h i s  4th day of December, 1998. 

I .  

TO: 

Q4* 
Charles E. Jones 
Vice chief Justice 


